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AirTouch Paging is commenting on the Further

Notice of Proposed RUlemaking in which the Commission is

proposing to alter the rules governing narrowband PCS

auctions for the Major Trading Area and Basic Trading Area

licenses.

AirTouch Paging supports the Commission's intent

to create meaningful opportunities for participation in

narrowband PCS for designated entities. AirTouch Paging,

however, is seriously concerned that the Commission proposal

does not serve the Commission's stated goals or the pUblic

interest. First, the Commission's proposal unfairly

changes the narrowband licensing process in midstream and

seriously undermines the reasonable expectations of the

bidders who participated in the nationwide narrowband PCS

auction and made important decisions based upon the

previously established rules. Second, the Commission's

proposal does not serve the pUblic interest because it

proposes to set aside over 65' of the MTA and BTA licenses

thereby seriously skewing the process. Third, the

Commission's definition of eligible bidders for the proposed

entrepreneur licenses includes numerous businesses which

have not been historically denied access to capital.

For the stated reasons, AirTouch Paging cannot

support the radical changes that are proposed.
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AirTouch Paging, by its attorney, hereby submits

its co..ents on the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemating

Which proposes to revise the licensing and auction rules

governing narrowband PCS in the Major Trading Areas ("MTAs")

and Basic Trading Areas ("BTAs") .11 The following is

respectfully shown:

Third !fMm:.... Opinion and order Ind further Notice of
Pr9RQaId Ru1en'king, FCC 94-219, relea.ed Auqust 17, 1994
("Further lotia"). AirTouch'. co_nt. are limited to the
notice of propo..a rul..aking portion of the decision
respecting proapective rule changes for the MTAs and BTAs
and not to the rule change. impleaented for the impending
regional narrowband PCS auctions.



1. AirTouch Paqinq owns and operates paginq

facilities throuqhout substantial portions of the United

states, and provides communications service to over 1.3

million units.~ By industry estimates, AirTouch Paqing is

'J/
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one of the fastest growinq paginq companies in the United

states. AirTouch Paqinq also has been a long time proponent

of the advanced messaging servicesV which are now defined

by the Commission as narrowband PCS, and has taken a very

active role at every stage of the docketed proceedinqs which

have been conducted to fashion licensing and auction rules

for narrowband PCS.~ The seriousness of AirTouch Paginq's

interest in narrowband pcs services was demonstrated during

the auction of nationwide narrowband PCS channels conducted

in JUly of 1994 at which AirTouch Paging was the high bidder

AirTouch Paqing i. part of the AirTouch Co..unications
family of ca.pani.. which provid.. one-way and two-way
wirel.ss ca.aunications services throuqhout the world.

AirTouch Paqinq (through its predecessor, PacTel paqinq)
participated in .xperiaental proqram. to develop advanced
messaging service. known a. Advanced Architecture Paqing and
Ground to Air paging, and was an applicant for pioneer
preferences for these services. a.. PP-38 and PP-39.

~ PP Docket No. 93-253 (Competitive Bidding) and ET Docket
No. 92-100 (Narrowband Rules).
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for a sinqleV asymmetrically paired (50 kHz-12.5 kHz)

nationwide PCS license.~

2. Throuqhout its participation in the

proceedinqs respectinq narrowband PCS, AirTouch Paqinq has

been a consistent advocate of rules that would allow auction

participants to enqaqe in reasoned business decisionmakinq

throuqhout the process. ThUS, for example, AirTouch Paqinq

was a major proponent of open ascendinq biddinq procedures

which allowed participants enouqh time between bids to

analyze and respond meaninqfully to other bids. Similarly,

AirTouch Paqinq has expressed concern on occasion about the

extent to which the Commission reserved to itself the riqht

to alter competitive biddinq procedures in the course of an

auction for fear that such chanqes would interfere with

rational business decisions. V

As the Commission is aware, others against whom AirTouch
will be co.peting in the provision of narrowband services
qarnered mUltiple channels. Not surprisinqly, AirTouch
Paqinq has an interest in additional spectrum in order to be
able to compete effectively.

AirTouch Paqing subsequently ..de the required downpaYment,
filed its long fora application, and its application has
been accepted for filing. a.a FCC Report No. PCS-NB-94-1,
released August 17, 1994. No objections have been filed,
and AirTouch is hopefUl that a qrant will be forthcominq in
the near term.

V While the ca..ission has retained the rules which enable the
aqency to alter procedures in the course of an auction,
AirTouch's concerns have been addressed in substantial part
by Commission pronounc..ents that radical chanqes in
procedures are not conte.plated. The aanner in which the
Commission conducted the nationwide auction qives credence
to these pronouncements, and has served to mitiqate AirTouch
Paqinq's concern in this regard.
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3. Thus, an overarching goal of AirTouch paging

has been to foster rules that are concise and stable so that

the considerable costs associated with acquiring spectrum

could be justified based upon well thought out business

plans and models. In this regard, the Commission must

recognize that the nationwide, regional and MTA/BTA channels

cannot be viewed in isolation, but rather must be considered

as interrelated components in a matrix of communications

services. Just as today's major paging companies offer

subscribers choices between local, regional and nationwide

coverage, a successful narrowband service provider must be

able to provide a family of services and a variety of

geographic areas of coverage. This means that proper

business planning in advance of the nationwide auctions

required AirTouch Paging to consider and adopt strategies

that transcended the 10 nationwide channels and included the

spectrum that was to become available in the regions, MTAs

and STAs.

4. AirTouch Paging is concerned that the

proposed chang.s in the narrowband licensing process for

MTAs and BTAs are SUfficiently radical to undermine the

critical el...nt of certainty in the narrowband licensing

process that AirTouch Paging has advocated for so long.

While AirTouch Paging is sensitive to and supportive of the

desires of the Commission to foster the participation of

small, women-owned, and minority-owned businesses in PCS, it

4



believes that these laudatory objectives can be achieved

without adoptinq all of the rule chanqes proposed in the

Further Notice.

II. '1'l1lI COMIa••IOII 8IIOVLD JIOIf 09_DeT '1'0 '1'11.
BUULT' or DI JlUIOMUDI DllOIIMD PC. AVCTIO.

5. The Commission now proposes substantial

modifications to the existinq allocation scheme for MTA and

BTA licenses. Under the current rules, desiqnated entities

biddinq on certain channels are accorded a biddinq credit

equal to 25' of the bid amount, but without set-aside•• V

In the further Notice, the Commission proposes to set aside

four of seven available MTA licenses and All BTA licenses

into an "entrepreneur block".~ Those eliqible to bid for

the set aside channels would include only desiqnated

entities ("DEs") and any applicant which has annual qross

revenues of le.s than $125 million and total assets of less

than $500 million. W Oe.iqnated entities would also be

accorded a biddinq credit of 25' and installment payment.

with only interest due for a nuaber of years. lll Finally,

Y The Commis.ion has a.ended the percentaqe to increase it to
40' of the bid a.ount. Further Notice at '58.

~ 14. at "73-78.

~ 14. at '78.

ll' 14. Dependinq on the type of de.ignated entity, the
Co.-i.sion has propo.ed varyinq biddinq credits, includinq
differences in the number of years that the install.ent
payments are principal free, and whether tax certificates
are available.
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the Commission seeks comment on whether some of the 12.5 kHz

response channels should be set aside for designated

entities.W

6. The Commission's proposal to change the

licensing rule. for narrowband PCS appears to be based in

large part on the fact that no designated entities ended up

winning nationwide licenses. W The Commission cannot

assume, however, that the outcome of the nationwide auction

provides a fair representation of things to come. There

were several unique aspects of the nationwide auction, and

there are considerable changed circumstances that will be

operative in the forthcoming auction., that argue against

overreacting to the nationwide results.

7. The forthcoming narrowband auctions will be

different in .everal key respect. including: (a) the lesser

involvement of certain large incumbent firms with

substantial resource&W; (b) the qreater number of licenses

that are availableU'; the lower absolute cost of individual

14. at '122.

The Furthlr lotice highlights the fact that there was
.ignificant DE participation in the nationwide auction, but
no winning DE applicant. Further Notice, para 73.

For exaaple, Paging Network Inc. and oe.tineer (formerly
Nationwide Wirele•• Network Corp.), two dominant industry
players, each have three narrowband licenses and are
ineligible for more.

There are thousands of licansas available in the regions,
MTAs and BTAs while there were only 10 nationwide licenses.

6
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licensesw; Cd) the greater amount of time that

participants will have had to form consortia and to assemble

financial resources; and, Ce) the increased credits

available in subsequent roundsW• AirTouch Paging expects

these factors to result in the substantial representation of

DEs in the ranks of successful bidders without wholesale

changes in the previously adopted rules.

8. AirTouch Paging also believes that the

novelty of the first auction resulted in some unusual

behavior that makes it unwise to view the results as

predictive of future outcomes. For example, auction experts

generally advised that it would be economically

disadvantageous for a single bidder to top its own high bid.

Yet, this behavior occurred with some regularity during the

nationwide auction. The Commission should not assume that

this type of behavior, which quickly drove prices beyond the

reach of all designated entities during the nationwide

narrowband PCS auction, will be repeated in the subsequent

regional, MTA, and BTA auctions. W

The smaller geographic areas encompass fewer "pops" and thus
will command lower auction prices.

Install.ent payaents will be allowed in subsequent rounds,
but were not available in the nationwide auction. Also, the
potential bidding credit in the reqions has been increased
from 25' to 40'.

To some extent, this behavior aay have resulted from the
rather unique nature of a nationwide license which permits a
licensee to build facilities anywhere in the United states
at the maximum power of 3500 watts E.R.P. MTA and BTA

(continued••• )
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9. Despite this uncertainty about the

representativeness of results of the nationwide narrowband

PCS auction, the Commission plans to sUbstantially alter the

ongoing process by removing a significant number of licenses

from the reach of some bidders. AirTouch Paging believes

that it is patently unfair for the Commission to change its

rules to such a magnitude in midstream. Bidders in the

nationwide auction who were either unsuccessful or did not

get all the spectrum they wanted or needed, made their

decisions not to bid higher or on more licenses based upon a

reasonable expectation that they would be eligible to bid on

other spectrum in sUbsequent auctions.~ These bidders who

sought to base their decisions on reasonable business and

economic factors now face significantly reduced license

opportunities which materially alter the prospects (and

11' ( ••• continued)
lic.n.... will have con.id.rably 1... fr.edom to
geographically place trans.itt.rs because of the size of the
areas lic.nsed and the power used on those transmitters •

For in.tance, AirTouch Paging d.cided not to vigorously
pursue additional nationwide narrowband PCS license. based
on the expectation that it would have a ••aningful
opportunity to participate in future auctions. Indeed,
AirTouch Paging believes that s.v.ral oth.r bidders also
made si.ilar decisions bas.d upon the exp.ctation that
future auctions would be op.n to the.. Although AirTouch
Paging has had no discussion with other bidders about their
strat.gies, AirTouch Paging suspects that some of the last
bidders to drop out (such as American Paging) stopped
bidding for this very reason.

8



likely costs) of their future participation.~ The pUblic

interest is not served when some bidders, through the

operation of subsequent rulemakings, have their cost of

business driven up because such a cost increase leads to

significant disparities in the market.

10. In essence, the Commission is engaged in

retroactive rulemaking by changing the licensing process in

midstream. Well-reasoned principles of administrative law

establish that retroactive decisionmaking is not favored.

III. .,.. COMIII••IOII nOl'08. ~ 811'1'
MIDI 'fOO IVCII "IC'IIVM

11. The Commission has proposed to set aside four

of the seven MTA channels in each MTA and all of the BTA

channels. W This represents approximately 65' of the total

spectrum available on an MTA and BTA basis. The Commission

has also increased the bidding credit from 25' to 40' for

designated entities in the regional narrowband PCS

auction.~ The Commission also seeks comment on whether

some of the 0-12.5 kHz channels should also be set aside for

designated entities.~

Bidding credits al.o drive up price. when everYthing else is
equal. The Co..is.ion, by limitinq access to additional
spectrum ADd increasing biddinq credits, has dealt the
proverbial one-two punch to the•• potential bid~ers.

W further Notice at "73-78.

1l! further Notice at '58.

'111 IU further Notice at '122.
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12. The total amount of spectrum proposed to be

set aside in the entrepreneur blocks appears excessive. By

reservinq such a larqe amount of spectrum, those rendered

ineliqible will suffer substantial increases in their cost

of providinq the service, if they are able to provide

narrowband PCS service at all. W As the commission

observed in the pioneer preference context, it does not

serve the pUblic intere.t to have .ub.tantial differences in

the cost of providinq service because if someone

were to receive a license without paying
anything [or for sUbstantially less than
fungible licenses] while other
narrowband PCS providers were forced to
pay substantial sums for their licenses,
the Caaai.sion's lic.nsinq policies
might have a siqnificant impact on the
coap.titive marketplace. (footnotes
omitted) W

13. The same reasoninq should disfavor a

licensing scheme that will result in wildly disparate costs

of spectrum as a result of re.tricted eligibility in the

biddinq proc.... The Commission should expect that the

regional and non-set aside MTA lic.n.es will have both

entr.preneur and non-.ntr.preneur bidders. Given that

AirTouch paging estimate. that the co.t of acquiring the
spectrum is at lea.t one-fourth to one-third of the cost of
providing the ••rvice.

Memorandum and Order, ARlliPltign af Nationyide Wireless
Network Corp for a Nationwide Autbgrization in the
Narrowband far.onal Cowaunicationa Service, FCC 94-187
(Released July 13, 1994) at "17 and 19. The Commission
went on to ob.erve that such a grant with a disparity in
difference in cost would not "serve the pUblic interest,
convenience, and necessity." 14.

10
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certain companies will only be able to bid on non­

entrepreneurial ch~nnels, the bid price for those channels

will be sUbstantially greater than the other channels. W

14. Notably, the omnibus Budget Reconciliation

Act of 1993W does not require such a large set aside for

designated entities. The BUdget Act requires that the

Commission "ensure that small businesses, rural telephone

companies, and businesses owned by members of minority

groups and women, are given the opportunity to participate

in the provision of spectrum-based services • ••nl This does

not require the Commission to take over 65' of the remaining

spectrum and award it to designated entities. Indeed, if

the Commission more narrowly defined the category of

designated entities permitted to participate in the

entrepreneur blocks, as suggested below, then fewer channels

would be required to meet the Congressional mandate.

15. In addition, as the Commission has

recogniz.d, narrowband PCS services are a natural outgrowth

of existing paging services. By proposing to eliminate the

eligibility of s.v.ral significant paging carriers, the

This follows traditional .conomic models of supply and
demand. As the demand incr.as.s, the price a buyer is
forced to pay incr.a.... Giv.n the sub.tantial amount of
spectrua s.t aside for .ntr.preneurs, the Commission could
exp.ct significant diff.r.nc.s in winning bids between these
two fungible blocks of sp.ctrum.

P.L. 103-66 ("Budget Act").

Section 309(j)(4)(D).

11
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commission is dooming those carriers to either increased

costs to provide narrowband services as a result of higher

licenses prices, or to extinction because they cannot afford

to purchase the spectrum. This would not serve the pUblic

interest because these very same carriers are best situated

to pass on to subscribers the economic benefits of economies

of scale and scope which new entrants would not. The pUblic

interest would, therefore, be best served by minimizing the

amount of spectrum which is SUbject to an outright set

aside.

16. AirTouch Paging suggests that the Commission

set-aside only the BTA channels for designated entities. If

the eligibility to bid on the set-aside channels is limited

to those DEs who are most in need of assistance, (as

proposed in Section IV, within) then the BTA channels should

suffice to result in significant and meaningful DE

participation. This is particularly true if the Commission

revises the licensing scheme to assign these channels on an

MTA rather than on a BTA basis.~

17. AirTouch Paging has long advocated the use

of large rather than small geographic areas as the basis

for narrowband PCS licensing because of the wide-area nature

of the messaging markets. The touchstone for the allocation

scheme should be to strike an appropriate balance between

In the FUrther Kgtice, the co..ission sought comments on
Whether the BTA channels should be licensed on a broader
geoqraphic scale. Further Notice, para. 122.

12



the number of licenses available to designated entities and

the size of the market areas to be licensed. AirTouch

Paging believes that an appropriate balance would be struck

if the two channels now designated on a BTA basis were set

aside and converted to MTAs.~ Licensing two set aside

channels on an MTA basis would create a minimum of 100

opportunities for small businesses, and women and minority

owned businesses, to participate in narrowband PCS on a

meaningful geographic basis.w This is 10 times the number

of licenses auctioned during the nationwide auction.

18. The Commission also sought comment on whether

it should set aside some of the 0-12.5 kHz channels for

designated entities and/or license such channels on a

broader geoqraphic scale.~ AirTouch Paging continues to

believe that the Commission should license the 0-12.5 kHz

channels on an MTA or greater basis. W In a significant

number of areas, service i. provided over a MTA or greater

If regional licen.e. were u.ed, the nuaber of opportunities
for desiqnated entities would drop ten-fold. If nationwide
licenses were u.ed, the number would drop twenty-fold.

There were approximately 6 de.iqnated entities of the
twenty-nine total bidder. for nationwide Narrowband PCS
channels. Given that the comai••ion should expect only a
slight increa.e in desiqnated entities participating in
future auctions, 100 opportunities for a licenses should be
sufficient.

Further Notice at '122.

AirTouch Paging joined PaqeNet and NABER in supporting MTA
or greater 0-12.5 kHz licenses in the Reconsideration of the
Narrowband PCS Order.
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basis. W AirTouch Paqinq, however, disaqrees with the

Commission proposal to set aside any of these channels for

desiqnated entities.

19. The factual predicate for qrantinq

preferences to desiqnated entities is that they are

underrepresented in the wireless industry. If, however, the

desiqnated entities are not already paqinq licensees, they

will not be eliqible to bid on the 0-12.5 kHz licenses. W

A desiqnated entity miqht apply and then sell these channels

to an existinq paqinq licensee after the holdinq period

expired. This behavior, however, is exactly the type of

behavior that the Commission is tryinq to deter. It is

difficult to understand how desiqnated entities would be

benefitted by settinq aside channels for which they are not

eliqible. The benefit of such a set aside would be

illusory, while the harm would be substantial. There are

only eiqht 0-12.5 kHz channels, a set aside of 25% of them

to entities which may not even be eliqible does not serve

the public intere.t.W

For instance, AirTouch Paging's W.st Coast system .xtends
over 6 MTAs.

The co..ission's Rul•• r.strict th. u•• of th••• r ••pon.e
channels to thos. with existinq paginq channels~ so they are
useless by theaselves.

The co.-ission's Rule. r.strict the eliqibility even further
for th••e channels by requiring th. applicant to also
provide service in the area being licensed.

14
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20. The Commission in the Further Notice proposes that

entities with gross annual revenues of less than $125

million and total assets of less than $500 million be

eligible to bid in the entrepreneur blocks.n' The

rationale for this definition was to exclude "large

companies from bidding in the proposed entrepreneur's

blocks" which would result in

enhanced opportunities for .maller
entities to beco.e PCS providers and
thereby en.ure that narrowband PCS
licen.es will be di....inated 'among a
wide variety of applicants,' as required
by Section 309(j)(3) (B)."W

21. This rationale, however, is not supported by

the Commis.ion's definition of eligible bidders. AirTouch

Paging has examined public information on most of the large

paging provider. in the United State.. Of these paging

providers, only a handful -- including AirTouch -- would be

limited by the propo.ed rule•• For instance, of the top'

twenty paging providers, only three are excluded solely on

the basis of their net revenues exceeding $125 million.~'

The.e include AirTouch Paqinq, BellSouth (MobileCom and
Graphic Scanninq), and Mobilelladia. The other two large
paging providers, Paging Network, the largest paging
provider in the United states, and oestineer Corporation
(associated with NTel), have been awarded three licenses so
they are no longer eligible for additional licenses.

15



Several others, such as Ameritech, Bell Atlantic Paging, KDM

Messaging, and American Paging are excluded based upon their

affiliation with large corporations. The remainder of the

paging industry, which includes six publicly traded

companies,~ are eligible to bid in the entrepreneur

blocks.

22. Defining an entrepreneurs block that includes

so many publicly-traded companies which are not DEs in any

traditional sense does not serve the pUblic interest.

First, most of the paging industry has not suffered from the

historical discrimination in the access to capital that

minority and women owned firms have experienced. W In

fact, most of these businesses have access to sUbstantial

capital through public stock offerings, supplier financed

debt, and revolving credit lines. By using such a broad

definition, the Commission waters down the opportunity for

the minority and women owned businesses and the truly small

bu.iness. AirTouch Paging supports affording historically

disadvantaged groups acce.s to new opportunities. However,

if virtually all of the paging industry is included as being

eligible to participate in the entrepreneur blocks, these

firms, with the ability to raise the needed capital, may be

These include Arch Communications, DialPage, Metrocall,
ProNet, and Page America.

further Notice at "64-72.
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able to outbid the truly disadvantaged firms for whom the

Commission must provide opportunity.W

23. Second, the annual gross revenue ceiling for

being eligible to bid in the entrepreneur blocks is

disproportionate to the projected cost of the spectrum and

the cost of building a system. The genesis of the annual

revenue amounts and total asset values is the broadband PCS

Order.W Although not explained in any great detail in the

Broadband PCS Auction Order, the ceiling appears to have

been picked to exclude Tier 1, but include Tier 2, or medium

sized, local exchange carriers.~ It will, however, cost

sUbstantially more to acquire a broadband PCS license and to

construct a broadband system. W As a point of reference,

comparisons between paging and cellular systems result in

cost differences of 100 to 200 times. W If this ratio is

It is intere.ting to note that a number of these firms were
participant. in the nationwide Narrowband PCS auction and
did not drop out until the bidding reached astronomical
heights. If the.e .a.e fira. return to the MTA and BTA
auctions, they will outbid the ainority and women firms,
even with the creclits the co_ission is according them.

Fifth Report and Order, Impl...atation of Section 309(j) of
the eQIWUDicatiQD' Act - cgwpatitiyw Bidding (released July
15, 1994) ("BrQadband PCS Auction Order") at '121.

1.si. at '123.

If the broadband pes goes for even a fraction of the
nationwide Narrowband pes licen.e., the co.t. would be in
the hundred of millions for the smalle.t geographic license
area.

A typical PAging system consi.ts of 30 to 40 transmitters of
a cost of approximately $30,000 each (inclUding

(continued••• )
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carried into the Narrowband and Broadband PCS context, then

the annual qross revenue ceilinq adopted for broadband PCS

should not be incorporated into the narrowband PCS context.

24. AirTouch Paqinq believes that the only firms

who should be eliqible for the entrepreneur blocks are those

which the Commission has identified as havinq been

historically denied access to capital. The Commission has

identified (i) small businesses with revenues under $40

million,~ (ii) women owned firms,W and (iii) minority

owned firms~' as fittinq within this umbrella.

Accordinqly, the pUblic interest would be best served by

allowinq only those firms to bid for any set-aside channels.

W( ••• continued)
installation). A typical cellular systea in the same area
consists of at least that many cell sit.s with a cost of
over $5 million each.

~, Further Notice at !71. Th. co..ission does not s.e. to have
any factual sUbstantiation for support in includinq s.all
businesses in this cateqory.

W further Hotice at !!66-70.

~, .Isi.
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25. The foregoing premises having been duly

considered, AirTouch paging respectfully requests that the

Commission expeditiously revise its proposed Rules to

reflect AirTouch paging's comments.

Re.pectfully submitted,

Airloucll ••9iI19

Mark A. Stachiw
AIRTOUCH PAGING
suite 800
12221 Merit Drive
Dallas, Texas 75251
(214) 458-5200

september 16, 1994
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'J" 11 / I ,-~ I " '/ \

i f(ltux::< J~~,,' (,.,l.)
Mark A. Stachiw
Its Attorney



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Tana Christine Maples, hereby certify that I

have this 16th day of September, 1994, caused copies of the

foreqoinq CO".D~. of AirTouch paqiDq to be delivered by

hand, courier charqes prepaid, to the followinq:

*Chairman Reed Hundt
a~op cot. 0101
Federal Co..unications Commission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 814
Washinqton, DC 20554

*Commissioner Andrew C. Barrett
a~op cote 0103
Federal Co..unications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 826
Washinqton, DC 20554

*Co..issioner Rachelle Chonq
atop Cod. 0105
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
washington, DC 20554

*Commissioner James H. Quello
a~op Cote 010'
Federal Co..unications Commission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 802
Washinqton, DC 20554

*Co..issioner Susan Nesa
atop Cote 0104
rederal Co..unicationa co..ission
1919 M Street, N.W., Roo. 832
Washinqton, DC. 20554

*John Cimko, Chief
Mobile Services Division
Co..on Carrier Bureau
Federal co..unioations co..ission
1919 M street, N.W., Room 644
Washinqton, DC 20554
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*A. Richard Metzger, Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications commission
2025' M street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

* Denotes Hand Delivery
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